REMARKS 
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The office action of ^January 21, 2011, has been carefully 
cohsidered. 

It is noted that Glaims 1-3 and 5-12 are rejeGted under 35 
U.S.C. 112, first paragraph. 

Claims 1-3 and 5-12 are rejected under 35 O.S.C, 112, second 
paragraph . 

Claims: 1, 5, 7 and 9-12 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) 
over the patent to Michalik in view of the patent to Powell et al. 
^ 344 . 

In view of the Examiner's rejections ot the claiius, applicant 
has amended claims 1 and 5:. 

With the amendment to claim l, it is respectfully siibmitted 
that the rejections under 35 u.S.C. 112, first and second 
paragraphs aife overcome and should be withdrawn. 

It is respectfully submitted that the claims presently on 
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file differ essentially and iri an unobyious, highly advaritageous 
manner from the methods: and constructions disclosed in the 
i*ef erences . 

Turning nov; to the references, and particularly to the patent 
to Miehalik, it can be seen that this patent discloses a tnethod of 
liqtiid quehching glass sheets. Miehalik sprsiys the glass sheet 
vjith water before the glass ^heefc enters the basin containing 
watet {see Fig. 1) . 

The patent to Powell et al . discloses a method of prc^ucing 
toughened and bent glass sheets... 

The Examiner combined these references in determining that 
claims 1, 5, 7 and 9-12 would be vinpatentable over such a 
combination. Applicant respectfully submits that neither of these 
references, nor their combination, teach the presently claimed 
invention. To begin with, neither of the references deals with 
cooling or quenching metal slabs. The cooling of glass involves 
different considerations than are encountered when cooling metal 
slabs. It would not be obvious for one skilled in the art of metal 
processing to look to references that deal with the processing of 
completely different materials, namely glass . However, even if the 
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references are relevant prior art, they do not teach the present iy 
claimed invention. There is no teaching by the references of 
spraying slabs or sheets when they are in the cooling basin, as in 
the presently claimed invention. Furthermore, Kichalik only 
teaches a two-step cooling in v/hich the glass sheet is sprayed in 
a first step and then, in a second step the sheet is dipped into a 
cooling bath. There is no teaching of spraying in the bath, as in 
the present invention. 

In view of these considerations it is resjpect fully submitted 
that the rejection of claims 1, 5, 7 and 9-12 under 35 U.S.G.. 
103 (a) over a combination of the above -discussed references is 
overcdme and should be withdrawn. 

SeGOnsidera.tion and allowance of the present appliGation are 
respectfully requested. 

Any additional fees or charges required at this time in 
GonneGtion with this application may be cha^rged to Patent and 
Trademark Off ice Deposit Account No. 02-2275. 
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Respectfully subraitted. 



MERCAWTI LLP 



By 




Klaui3 P. Stoffd 
Reg. No. 31,668 



Park Avenue South 
New York, New York 10016 
Dated: July 20, 2011 (212) 661-8000 



CERTIFICATE OF EFS-WEB TRANSMISSION 

I hereby certify that this corresponoLence is, being transmitted by 
EPS -web to the Commissioner for PatentS: oil july 20 ^ 2011 . 
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